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Quantum tomography is a crucial tool for characterizing quantum states and devices and esti-
mating nonlinear properties of the systems. Performing full quantum state tomography (FQST)
on an Nq qubit system requires an exponentially increasing overhead with O(3Nq) distinct Pauli
measurement settings to resolve all complex phases and reconstruct the density matrix. However,
many appealing applications of quantum computing, such as quantum linear system algorithms,
require only real-valued amplitudes. Here we introduce a novel readout method for real-valued
quantum states that reduces measurement settings required for state vector reconstruction to O(Nq),
while the post-processing cost remains exponential. This approach offers a substantial speedup over
conventional tomography. We experimentally validate our method up to 10 qubits on the latest
available IBM quantum processor and demonstrate that it accurately extracts key properties such as
entanglement and magic. Our method also outperforms the standard SWAP test for state overlap
estimation. This calculation resembles a numerical integration in certain cases and can be applied to
extract nonlinear properties, which are important in application fields.

Introduction.—Efficient linear system solvers play a
vital role in modern scientific computing and engineer-
ing challenges, from accelerating the training of large-
scale machine learning models [1] to sophisticated
fluid dynamics simulations [2]. Quantum approaches
to linear system solves have garnered attention due to
their potential to outperform classical methods [3, 4].
In particular, state-of-the-art quantum linear system
algorithms (QLSA) [5–8] promise super-polynomial
speedups in the fault-tolerant regime, where resource-
intensive quantum error correction protocols and
data encoding schemes such as block-encoding are
required. Despite these advances, the quantum read-
out problem [9] may still limit the performance of
many claims of potential quantum advantage. When
studying quantum many-body systems, desired state
properties can be extracted efficiently, including mag-
netization, correlation functions, and entanglement
entropy [10]. In many other scientific problems where
QLSA is favorable, however, the desired properties
are nonlinear and involve non-Hermitian observables,
making it challenging to construct a measurement
scheme even using the powerful classical shadow to-
mography [11]. The typical approach is to reconstruct

the state through tomographic methods or amplitude
estimation [12, 13] and then apply post-processing
to extract the relevant properties [14, 15].

Efficient quantum state reconstruction is a cen-
tral task in quantum information science, enabling
characterization of quantum states and modeling
of quantum devices [16–18]. The standard FQST
method [19] requires an exponential number of mea-
surement settings to iterate over the Pauli basis
{σx, σy, σz} in each qubit. Moreover, the post-
processing typically relies on resource-intensive max-
imum likelihood estimation (MLE) to ensure the
reconstructed state ρ̃ is physical [20].

Approaches have been developed to address the chal-
lenges in FQST. Some methods reduce measurement
costs by exploiting the low-rank structure of density
matrices using compressed sensing [21] or by lever-
aging limited entanglement structures [22]. More
recent techniques combine parallel measurements to
further decrease required resources, as seen in quan-
tum overlapping tomography [23, 24], with tensor
network learning approaches [25–27]. However, these
methods either rely on assumptions about the quan-
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tum state’s structure or involve additional learning
processes with unclear post-processing scaling.

We show that for QLSA solves involving only real-
valued states, reconstructing such states requires a
linear number of measurement settings instead of an
exponential overhead. Real-valued states arise natu-
rally in many other quantum algorithms, including
Grover’s search [28] and the Bernstein–Vazirani al-
gorithm [29]. With carefully injected resource states,
one can achieve universal computation [30].

Similar ideas have been explored for real-valued ob-
servables in the context of classical shadow tomog-
raphy [31]. This work introduces the Hadamard
Random Forest (HRF) as a technique for reconstruct-
ing real-valued quantum states. By restricting the
relative phase from a complex number to {±1}, HRF
resolves the phases exclusively in the σx basis com-
bined with a specialized random forest algorithm [32].
We validate this approach on IBM’s quantum hard-
ware for up to 10 qubits and compare its performance
against FQST for up to 5 qubits. In these experi-
ments, HRF outperforms FQST in reconstruction ac-
curacy and runtime. HRF also accurately estimates
state properties, including quantum entanglement,
magic, and state overlap from near-term hardware
sampling results. These results fully support the
practical hardware application of HRF.

Reconstructing quantum states.—Given an Nq qubit
density matrix ρ, it can be expanded as,

ρ =
1

2Nq

3∑
i,j,...ℓ=0

cij...ℓ σ
(1)
i ⊗ σ

(2)
j . . .⊗ σ

(Nq)
ℓ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Nq qubit global observable

, (1)

where cij...ℓ ∈ C and each σ0 = I, σ1,2,3 = σx,y,z.
After collecting 3Nq global measurement statistics
(each contains 2Nq outcomes), the post-processing
involves a maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) to
ensure the reconstruct state ρ̃ is physical, i.e. positive
semi-definite ρ̃ ≥ 0 with unit trace Tr(ρ̃) = 1 as
illustrated in fig. 1.

Consider an Nq qubit real-valued state

|ψ⟩ = Uprep.|0⟩⊗Nq =

2Nq−1∑
j=0

ψj |j⟩ , (2)

where Uprep. is the unitary corresponding to the state
preparation circuit and ψj = sgn(ψj) · |ψj | ∈ R. The
basis states |j⟩ are ordered according to the lexico-
graphical order of their bit-string representations.
HRF reconstructs the corresponding state vector by
sampling Nq + 1 circuits. The first circuit measures

(a)
σz

σx σy

phase ∼ e−iδ

Tr(ρ̃) = 1, ρ̃ ≥ 0

unphysical ρ, ρ̃ = MLE(ρ)

Real Amplitude ( ) Imaginary Amplitude ( )
Density Matrix

Re(ρ̃)

(b)

σx

phase ∈ {−1,+1}

hypercube QNq

spanning tree Ti state |ψ⟩

FIG. 1: Comparison between FQST (a) and the present
HRF method (b) for an Nq = 5 case. FQST requires
measuring each qubit in the Pauli basis, resulting in
35 = 243 measurement settings. HRF only requires 6.

in the standard computational σz basis, evaluating
the amplitudes |ψj | by sampling the probability dis-
tribution {|ψj |2}. Then, one measures each qubit
in the σx basis, resulting in an additional Nq cir-
cuits to sample, which can be achieved by adding
a Hadamard gate to rotate the measurement basis
(see [33] for qubit ordering and circuit construction).
Applying a Hadamard gate on the (Nq − k − 1)-th
qubit and sampling the output leads to the new am-
plitude vector |ψk⟩, where ψkj and ψkj+2k contain the
superposition of original amplitudes as

ψkj,j+2k =
1√
2

(
ψj ± ψj+2k

)
. (3)

This computation leads to (Nq + 1) ×
(
2Nq

)
total

probabilities. One determines the relative signs be-
tween two amplitudes sj,j+2k := sgn(ψjψj+2k) by

querying the sampling results {|ψkj |2}
Nq−1
k=0 as

sj,j+2k = sgn

[
2|ψkj |2︸ ︷︷ ︸

new prob.

− |ψj |2 − |ψj+2k |2︸ ︷︷ ︸
original prob.

]
. (4)

All 2Nq signs (sj := sgn(ψj)) follow by tracing the
path from the root amplitude ψ0 (assuming ψ0 > 0)
to the nodes ψj and repeatedly applying the sign
determination procedure of (4). Identifying such
paths is equivalent to finding spanning trees Ti on the
hypercube graph QNq with 2Nq nodes and Nq2

(Nq–1)

edges. The edge exists only when the node index
differs by a power of 2. For example, Q5 contains 80
edges (light gray) as illustrated in fig. 2 (a).
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(a) majority voting among Ntree random trees

(b) Ntree = 1, F ≈ 78%

ψj > 0

ψj < 0

(c) Ntree = 11, F ≈ 97%

FIG. 2: Demonstration of using multiple spanning trees
Ti to form a random forest and deploy a majority voting
scheme to determine the signs. (a) Spanning trees in Q5.
The dark blue color is sgn(ψj) = +1 and light orange is
sgn(ψj) = −1. (b) For a single tree, the last three signs
are incorrectly determined. (c) No sign error for 11 trees.

QNq has at least Ω(22
Nq−Nq−1) spanning trees [34].

The tree structure follows Pascal’s triangle using
a breadth-first search (BFS) approach for compu-
tational efficiency. This structure ensures the tree
depth is bounded from above by L = Nq. We collect
the sign determination results of Ntree randomly gen-
erated spanning trees, then employ a majority voting
scheme with a vote threshold of 50%. The full HRF
algorithm is included in the End Matter [33]. The
pre-processing step is independent of the quantum
state structure, including rank and sparsity, and only
depends on the system size Nq. The tree generation
time has an exponential cost as the minimal oper-
ation on a graph is Ω(V ), where V is the number
of nodes. While generating the tree has an expo-
nential cost, it is a one-time computation. Once
constructed, the tree can be reused for any Nq qubit
configuration.

Next, we analyze the error bounds of using different
sample sizes Nsamp. and random trees Ntree. First,
we estimate the probability of a single sign error
between ψj and ψj+2k is Pr

(
s̃j,j+2k ̸= sj,j+2k

)
≤

exp (−2Nsamp.|ψj |2|ψj+2k |2) according to the Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality, where s̃ is the estimated sign using
HRF. Figure 3 (a) shows that the larger the prod-
uct ψjψj+2k , the easier it becomes to resolve their
relative sign with fewer shots. Then, one can ana-
lyze the error propagation on each tree. Since every
sign at node j is determined by a unique path of
edges from the root ψ0 of length dj ≤ L, the esti-
mated s̃j is the product of the estimated relative
signs along this path. If any edge on the path has an

inference error, then the estimated sign flips parity
for an odd number of errors. Assuming (for simplic-
ity) that each edge has the same error probability
pe := Pr

(
s̃j,j+2k ̸= sj,j+2k

)
and errors are indepen-

dent, the probability pj that s̃j is incorrect can be
calculated as

pj ≤
1− (1− 2pe)

L

2
. (5)

In the regime peL≪ 1, one recovers pj ≈ peL. But a
moderate pe = 0.01 can lead to unreliable predictions
deeper in the tree at 10 qubits as pj ≈ 0.1. By
combining Ntree random trees, the effective error
rate becomes exponentially smaller. Assuming that
each tree has an independent error rate pj < 1/2,
the probability of returning the wrong signs after
majority voting is

PrHRF (s̃j ̸= sj) ≤ exp
(
−2Ntree(1/2− pj)

2
)
. (6)

If each tree has error rate pj = 0.1 independently,
then Ntree = 11 trees suffice for a sign error below 3%,
as shown in fig. 3 (b). If one allows the error budget
to be a small fraction of the nodes δ have sign errors,
we require Nsamp. ≥ ln(L/δ)/(2m2) to maintain pj <
1/2 and Ntree ≥ ln(1/δ)/(2(1/2− pj)

2), where m =
minj,k ψjψj+2k is the minimal overlap.

(a) Nsamp. = 105

10−410−310−210−1 100
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FIG. 3: (a) Probability pe of returning a sign error
between node j and j + 2k using 105 samples, where the
variables are constrained with |ψj |2 + |ψj+2k |2 ≤ 1. For
10 qubit states (L = 10), it requires pe < 0.05 such that
pj < 1/2 and each tree behaves better than a random
guess. (b) Probability of estimating the sign sj wrong

after majority voting with different pj and Ntree.

Experiments.— We demonstrate the HRF method
and compare its performance and runtime scaling
with that of standard FQST in the Pauli basis on
ibm fez, the latest IBM Heron r2 superconducting
quantum processor. Figure 4 (e) shows the readout
and native two-qubit gate (CZ) error rates. We select
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Q0→141

ε ≈ 0.5%

Q4→145

ε ≈ 1.6%

(e)

FIG. 4: (a) The fidelities of the reconstructed state with those obtained from FQST and HRF method running on
ibm fez quantum processor. (b) Runtime (seconds) scaling of FQST, HRF on ibm fez and post-processing time using
111 trees. (c) The impact of samples Nsamp. to fidelities on noisy simulator. The gray line represents the upper bound
limited by finite sampling noise ϵ ≈ 1/

√
Nsamp. and Nsamp. = 105 is the maximal sample size used in experiments. (d)

The impact of the number of trees Ntree used in post-processing for sign determination based on samples with and
without error mitigation. (e) Readout error ε and 2 qubit gate error ε2q, and single-qubit error ε1q ∼ 10−4.

a 10 qubit chain from the device to ensure a lower
readout error, which is the dominant error source.
The real-valued quantum states were generated using
the hardware-efficient ansatz [35], but the gate set is
limited to Ry(θj) rotation gates on each qubit and
CNOTj,j+1 on adjacent qubits. To minimize the
influence of two-qubit gate errors, we use a constant
shallow depth state preparation circuit Uprep. that
consists of 4 layers of Ry gates and 4(Nq − 1) pair-
wise CNOT gates inside. We use measurement error
mitigation for both the FQST and HRF experiments
by inversion of an assignment matrix [36]. We adopt
the X+X− dynamical decoupling sequence [37–39] to
suppress decoherence during qubit idling time.

For FQST cases, we reconstruct the density matrix
ρ up to 5 qubits by measuring 3Nq global observ-
ables with Nsamp. = 104 samples for each observable.
The 5 qubit FQST experiment takes about 10min to
measure 35 = 243 observables on ibm fez. In con-
trast, HRF requires only 18 s of sampling time. The
experiments were performed sequentially without in-
terruption from periodic calibrations. Thus, the total
running time, including error mitigation overhead,
accurately reflects the circuit execution time, provid-
ing a faithful measure of the protocol’s efficiency and
the experimental resources required.

Performing FQST for up to 10 qubits can be time-
consuming (∼ 6 h) on actual hardware. For HRF,
we reconstruct the state vector |ψ⟩ up to 10 qubits
by sampling Nq + 1 = 11 circuits with Nsamp. = 105

samples for Nq > 5 and Nsamp. = 104 samples for
Nq ≤ 5 to ensure fair fidelity comparison with FQST.
The transpiled 10 qubit circuit is 2.54 µs long and
the average T2 coherence time on the 10 qubit chain
of ibm fez is 135.74 µs. We provide more detailed
hardware calibration information in the End Mat-
ter [33]. Noisy simulations conducted in this study
use the same calibration data.

Results.— We have three main experimental re-
sults. First, we confirm the feasibility of HRF in
real-valued state reconstruction and demonstrate its
superiority over FQST in terms of accuracy and
runtime scaling. Figure 4 (a) shows the fidelity

F (ρ, ρ̃) = Tr
[√√

ρρ̃
√
ρ
]2

between the exact state
ρ and reconstructed state from hardware ρ̃, where
ρ̃ = |ψ̃⟩⟨ψ̃| for HRF. The average fidelity among
R = 5 random states reaches 84.05% for 5 qubit
FQST and 89.53% for 10 qubit HRF after 2.43× 106

and 1.10 × 106 total samples, respectively. These
experimental results are consistent with the noisy
simulations shown in the shaded region using R = 10
random states. HRF exhibits a higher average fi-
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delity with fewer samples, but also exhibits higher
variance due to randomness in post-processing. In
other words, the reconstructed state has lower statis-
tical bias with respect to the true fidelity of 1, but
may exhibit higher variance due to fewer measure-
ment shots. This bias–variance trade-off is common
in quantum state tomography on noisy devices [24].
In practice, the community often prioritizes reducing
bias over variance, as bias represents a systematic er-
ror, whereas variance can be suppressed by averaging
over more samples [40].

Figure 4 (b) presents the linear runtime scaling
for sample collection using Nsamp. = 105 and a
Ω(2Nq) scaling in post-processing, where the latter
part can leverage parallel computing to distribute
the workload on multiple CPUs since QNq is al-
ways bipartite [34]. The largest FQST reconstruc-
tion takes 3.35 h post-processing time for a 14-qubit
state [41] while HRF would take only ∼ 10min post-
processing time for the same problem size using
Ntree = 300.

We show the impact of sample size Nsamp. and the
number of trees Ntree in fig. 4 (c) and (d) via sim-
ulations. The 10 qubit HRF fidelity could further
reach 97.05% using Nsamp. = 106 samples on a noisy
simulator. As the state size increases, more samples
are required to reach the finite sampling limit, as
indicated by the gray curve. We observe that as more
samples are collected, the estimated fidelity converges
rapidly and asymptotically approaches the limit set
by the sampling noise. This suggests that fluctua-
tions in protocol performance are primarily due to
statistical noise, with no additional sources of error,
indicating the protocol’s efficiency and stability. For
post-processing, the reconstructed state fidelity con-
verges after doing majority voting using Ntree ≈ 30
spanning trees on the corresponding hypercube graph.
As illustrated in the pink curve (raw samples without
error mitigation), higher-fidelity sampling data with
measurement error mitigation would impact the final
reconstructed state fidelity ∼ 3%. The overhead in-
troduced is a few extra hardware calibrations, which
require approximately 10 s for 10 qubit states.

Finally, we apply the HRF method to evaluate non-
linear state properties including the logarithmic neg-
ativity EN(ρ) for entanglement quantification [42],
α-stabilizer Rényi entropy Mα(|ψ⟩) for quantifying
quantum magic [43], and overlap Sℓ(|ψ⟩) between a
classical index state |ψℓ⟩ that resembles a numerical
integration along the path ℓ. Figure 5 (a) compares

(a)

4 6 8 10
10−3

10−2

10−1

100

r

EN(ρ)

Q0 Q9

(b)

2 4 6 8 10
5

0

5

Nq

M
2
(|ψ
⟩)

Experiment

Exact

(c)

0

0.5

1.0

S
ℓ
(|
ψ
⟩)

ℓ6ℓ4

SW
AP

HRF
SW

AP
HRF

FIG. 5: Estimating quantum state properties using the
reconstructed state |ψ̃⟩ from HRF. (a) Log-negativity of
Nq ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10} on the 10-qubit chain of ibm fez. (b)
Stabilizer entropy of R = 3 random states on ibm fez.
(c) State overlap (noisy simulation) that resembles a

numerical integration over a circle in the domain, where
ℓ4 and ℓ6 are integration paths for 4- and 6-qubit.

the logarithmic negativity

EN(ρ̃) = log2 ∥ρ̃ΓA∥1 (7)

calculated from HRF (on ibm fez) and exact values,
where ρΓA is the partial transpose with respect to
⌈Nq/2⌉ qubits subsystem A and ∥ · ∥1 denotes the
trace norm. The relative difference r is defined as
|EN(ρ)− EN(ρ̃)|/|EN(ρ)|. The predicted value from
the HRF method agrees well with the exact numer-
ical value, except for the 10 qubit case. On the
other side, magic states are the resource that allows
quantum computers to attain an advantage over clas-
sical computers. One common magic measure is the
α-stabilizer Rényi entropy [43], defined as

Mα(|ψ⟩) =
1

1− α
log2

(∑
σ∈P

2−Nq⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩2α
)
, (8)

where α is the entropic index and P is the set of 4Nq

Pauli strings. Given its importance, we measure the
2-stabilizer entropy M2(|ψ̃⟩) of 3 random real-valued
states on ibm fez, as shown in fig. 5 (b). The results
closely match an exact evaluation.

We also use HRF to estimate the overlap Sℓ(|ψ⟩) =
|⟨ψℓNq

|ψ⟩|2 where {ℓNq
} is a circle path in a 2D lat-

tice of size [2Nq/2, 2Nq/2] as illustrated in fig. 5 (c),
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and |ψℓNq
⟩ = 1

N
∑
j∈{ℓNq} |j⟩ is the corresponding

state by concatenating the lattice row-wise for a
normalization constant N . This quantity resembles
a numerical integration over the path ℓNq

, which
can occur, for example, when calculating drag and
lift coefficients for computational fluid mechanics
simulations [14], scattering cross sections in electro-
magnetism simulations [44], among others. We com-
pare the estimated overlap with the standard SWAP
test [45] through noisy simulations. The SWAP test
requires 2Nq + 1 qubits in total, and the explicit cir-
cuit construction with estimated hardware execution
time is shown in fig. 7 [33]. The accuracy of the
SWAP test decreases with increasing problem size
Nq due to hardware noise, whereas HRF maintains
a high fidelity of ≥ 95% (averaged over 5 random
states).

Conclusion.—We present an asymptotically faster
technique for reconstructing real-valued quantum
states. This method, HRF, reduces the exponential
measurement settings in FQST from an exponential
number to a linear one. Still, the post-processing
time remains exponential, though it can be mitigated
via parallel computing on classical devices. We ex-
perimentally demonstrate our approach on an IBM
superconducting quantum processor. Using the su-
perposition of amplitudes and a random forest algo-
rithm as a post-processing tool, we reconstruct the
random 10 qubit real-valued states with high fidelity
F ≈ 89%. HRF accurately estimates state proper-
ties such as quantum entanglement, magic, and state
overlap estimation from near-term hardware sam-
pling results. This improvement paves the way for
end-to-end applications based on QLSA and many
application problems on near-term and early fault-
tolerant devices. The method may also shed light
on other techniques for strictly real-valued quantum
tomography such as process tomography.

Data availability.— The code used for this
manuscript is permissively (MIT) licensed and
available at https://github.com/comp-physics/

Quantum-HRF-Tomography.
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End Matter

Generating the Random Forest

We include pseudocode in algorithm 1 to describe
the algorithm used in the main text.

Algorithm 1 Hadamard Random Forest (HRF)

Require: Number of qubits Nq, sample size for each
circuit Nsamp., number of trees Ntree

Ensure: Reconstruct real state vector |ψ⟩ ∈ R2Nq

▷ 1. Collect samples
1: Prepare Nsamp. copies of |ψ⟩ using Uprep.

2: Measure all Nq qubits in σz basis
3: for all j ∈ {0, . . . , 2Nq − 1} do
4: |ψ̃j |2 ← empirical frequency in basis |j⟩
5: end for
6: for k = 0 to Nq − 1 do
7: Prepare Nsamp. copies of |ψ⟩ using Uprep.

8: Measure the (Nq − k − 1)-th qubit in σx basis
9: Measure the rest qubits in σz basis

10: for all j ∈ {0, . . . , 2Nq − 1} do
11: |ψ̃kj |2 ← empirical frequency in basis |j⟩
12: end for
13: end for

▷ 2. Build random forest
14: for i = 1 to Ntree do
15: Ti ← a random spanning tree on QNq using BFS

16: Initialize root sign s
(i)
0 ← +1

17: for all unique path from node 0→ j in Ti do
18: for all valid (n, k) along path do
19: Compute relative signs

20: s
(i)

n,n+2k
← sgn(2|ψ̃kn|2 − |ψ̃n|2 − |ψ̃n+2k |2)

21: s
(i)
j ← s

(i)

j,j−2k
× · · · × s(i)

2k,0
× s(i)0

22: end for
23: end for
24: end for

▷ 3. Majority voting
25: for all j ∈ {0, . . . , 2Nq − 1} do
26: sj ← sgn

(∑Ntree
i=1 s

(i)
j

)
27: end for

▷ 4. Reconstruct state
28: for all j ∈ {0, . . . , 2Nq − 1} do
29: |ψ̃j | ←

√
|ψ̃j |2

30: ψ̃j ← sj × |ψ̃j |
31: end for
32: return |ψ̃⟩

Quantum Circuit for SPAM

We use the hardware efficient ansatz to prepare real-
valued states as shown in fig. 6. The parameters are
chosen uniformly from interval [−π/2, π/2].

|0⟩⊗Nq

Ry(θ1)

|ψkj |2
Ry(θ2)

Ry(θ3)

Ry(θNq) H

Uprep. k = 0

repeat D times sampling

FIG. 6: State preparation and measurement (SPAM)
circuits for HRF. The largest case contains 36 CZ gates.

Hardware Calibration Data

Here we provide the detailed hardware calibration
data used in this study in table I.

Qubit T1 (µs) T2 (µs) Meas. error ε 2Q gate error ε2q

Q0 184 101 4.64× 10−3 2.74× 10−3

Q1 188 237 4.88× 10−3 2.69× 10−3

Q2 216 173 4.39× 10−3 3.02× 10−3

Q3 171 248 6.34× 10−3 3.35× 10−3

Q4 142 111 1.56× 10−2 3.35× 10−3

Q5 197 31 5.62× 10−3 3.48× 10−3

Q6 170 152 9.28× 10−3 5.54× 10−3

Q7 140 138 4.15× 10−3 3.42× 10−3

Q8 154 111 1.29× 10−2 3.65× 10−3

Q9 98 57 4.64× 10−3 /

Avg. 166 136 7.24× 10−3 3.47× 10−3

TABLE I: Device properties of ibm fez at the time
each experiment reported in this paper was performed.
The readout length is tmea. = 1560 ns and native 2Q
gate (CZ) with pulse length t2q = 84ns for all qubits.

Quantum Amplitude Estimation

Compared to quantum amplitude estimation
(QAE) [12, 13], HRF employs shallow circuits with
easily implementable gates. QAE is optimal for es-
timating a specific amplitude or few dominant am-
plitudes, but it requires deep, coherent circuits with
controlled unitaries, which are challenging to imple-
ment and prone to errors. HRF offers a more scalable
alternative that recovers all the amplitudes at once
instead of running QAE repetitively. This makes
HRF particularly well suited for near-term quantum
applications. A detailed comparison is provided in
table II.
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Feature QAE HRF

Objective
Estimate single amplitude of general
complex quantum states

Reconstruct full state vector of
real-valued quantum states

Circuit Depth Deep (uses Grover-like subroutines) Shallow (single-layer Hadamards)
Measurements Controlled unitaries with ancilla σz, σx only
Qubit Overhead Nq + 1 or more (ancilla + control) Nq

Sample Complexity Optimal O(1/ϵ) Trade more samples for shallow circuits
NISQ Suitability Low; Error-prone High; Error-robust

TABLE II: Comparison between Quantum Amplitude Estimation (QAE) and Hadamard Random Forest (HRF).

Quantum State Overlap Estimation

Here, we show a concrete example of how HRF
can simplify the task of estimating the overlap
S = |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|2 between two unknown quantum states
|ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩. Such a task has applications in quan-
tum machine learning [46, 47] and cross-platform
verification [48]. A widely adopted approach to this
problem is the SWAP test [45], which involves ap-
plying a controlled-SWAP operation and measuring
an ancillary qubit (see fig. 7). However, the SWAP
test requires direct preparation and entanglement
between the two states, making its implementation
resource-intensive on near-term devices.

The HRF offers an alternative method for estimat-
ing state overlap. Instead of requiring entanglement
between |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩, HRF reconstructs each state
independently and computes their overlap classically
via post-processing of reconstructed amplitudes. This
approach significantly reduces the circuit size by half.
It also eliminates the need for controlled-SWAP op-
erations, making it more scalable and implementable
for near-term quantum hardware. In larger circuits,
like the SWAP test, noise accumulates. Since HRF
uses smaller circuits, it is more resilient to noise
and can integrate well-established error mitigation
methods such as SPAM error cancellation, as demon-
strated in this work. The lower circuit complexity
also opens up the possibility of further noise reduc-
tion techniques.

Regarding sample complexity and scalability, suppose
there are R states. The swap test requires circuits
involving all R2 pairs of states, whereas HRF only
needs to characterize each of the R states individu-
ally, leading to a quadratic speedup in terms of the
number of states. We note, however, that HRF shifts
the expensive cross-state quantum operations into
classical post-processing, with a trade-off of poten-
tially more measurement shots. Thus, HRF is more

advantageous for near-term devices where minimizing
quantum circuit depth is crucial. Beyond state over-
lap estimation, the advantage brought by HRF can
also generalize to other tasks involving multi-state
property estimation, such as entanglement estima-
tion [49, 50].

In this study, we apply the SWAP test to estimate
overlap that resembles a numerical integration over
the path ℓNq . More specifically, the index state that
encodes the 4-qubit path ℓ4 is shown below

|ψℓ4⟩ =
1

2
√
2

(
|0001⟩+ |0010⟩+ |0100⟩+ |0111⟩

+ |1000⟩+ |1011⟩+ |1101⟩+ |1110⟩
)
. (A1)

This happens to be a stabilizer state with
M2(|ψℓ4⟩) = 0 but more generally |ψℓ6⟩ is not a
stabilizer state.

|0⟩ H H

|0⟩⊗Nq U|ψℓ⟩
...

· · ·

|0⟩⊗Nq Uprep.

...

p(1)CSWAP

Sℓ(|ψ⟩) = |⟨ψℓNq
|ψ⟩|2 = 1− 2p(1)/Nsamp.

ℓ4

t4 ≈ 0.86 µs

ℓ6

t6 ≈ 9.12 µs

t ≈ 2.54 µs tCSWAP ≈ 2.31 µs

FIG. 7: SWAP test for estimating overlap Sℓ(|ψ⟩) with
transpiled execution time on ibm fez for each block.
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